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In general, this document prodes good cove 

non-8owe area media remediw is prescntcd we& Tho document addressea what memums 
will be taktxl and what mbdia do not raqUire m active remedy. However, I have specific 
comments on weakncssee in the presentation, wMcb are listed below in text page order. 

of the conceptual plan for the OU 7 
xM/IRA/BA. The sftatagy for what comtitutcs ?% e SOUICC ama p q t i v e  remedy vs. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

h dowenccdtoadda r% Page 2 - In the flxst ~enttsct of tbe first full 
discussion of the EA mqukemerjts, which I o not 

Page 2 - The discussion of the suMttal schedule in the first full para 

dewlop-t and appro$ Wc m%tan&at the OU 4 for Sdw 
Ponds cXom may bo subjected to multiple, dupticativc public ixivolvement 
activities related tu the c l m  plan rcqumment of RCXA A single public 
involvement program should be propowd that would address che W M A  and 
any related RCRA closure or permitting action tba! QllpHE thinks is necessary 

axt actually addxessed by 
the IAG a3 b@lg paxt of the lM/lRADecisionDocumsnt req*Kamts? 

L 

should also refertnce the blfc & v q  activity dxattracb with EzA 

and -0 agrees to. EG&O OU 7 Project Manager should confer with the OU 4 
~ ~ ~ o p t h i s c x p c x i e a c e .  

. .  
* 

'3 
Pago 2 - " E ' r e ~ v e  Remedy Components" list and several placas in Section 
2.1 (pp. 8-1 1). The "single-barria cover" conceptual m e d y  should be 
presented as "RCRA Subtitle C equivalent covd in each hstaacc whem it is 
discussed. 

p i ~  1 a d  2 Wd Scctiox11.31 p ~ .  3-7 - ThC mdhod~log~ PMmtcd h Fi- 1 .- 
axlpbars COW with the exception of the definition of "dis sal". X understand 

only treatment is required. It seema that the main use for tho methodology in the 
remainder of this document ia for dadcrminatiom of whathesr or not remedial 

is aeedtd, whether it be tmatmmt, containmat or removal, The need for 
tcealmmt, p se, wouldib dsaeasad if mediation w m  dotamin& to be 
necessary and if tho d y  chosen involvas active management of the waste or 
contaminated media (removal, 
Further, the need for 
contamhation vs. 
Restridon standards, The 

7 

y1 r 

that Judith Stdwart is providing comments on this ht. I g. me a conceptual 
problem with this stction being presaated as a me tE" &logy for &&mining if 
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5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

Figure 2 still bc a coxxect pentation if "treatmmt" were replaced with 
"remediation" ia the boxes just downflow of the dedsion boxes? 

Page 8 - In the second amgraph of Section 2.1,1, RQZA termholo 
be 4 h reference to 6 =hate that was generated and being m a  during the 
1970s. 

Page 1 1 - In Saction 2.1.3, the iniri m h n c c  to the cover system being 
proposed is to a "RCRA Subtitle C 
switches to a "single barrier cover'' that will meet the RCRA requiremCnt". This 
needs to be present4d better aa it ifi central to our strategy €ar the landfill pmper. 
We should not say that the composite cover ''is mmmmclcd", but that a "RCRA 
Subtitla C cover ia an a Iicable ARAR'' in view ofthe 4 s  sal of hazardow 

the sinplIe baniff cover to mak.e a lo@cal lxogresdon to the second paragraph of 
Section 2.1.3. 

Page 1 1, last lpmgraph of Saction 2.1.3. Given the largo, costly slurry wall that 
is being proposed aa an awehated d o n ,  is we1 abandonment in 1995 still part 
of thc strategy? Also, we should reference retaining a few wells for shmy wall 
modtoring prim to closure, per Section 2.6.3. 

maintaining surface contours and vegetation, and in- and npatlng the 

should not 

cover" and the discussion them 

wastes in tbe landfill. ii! en, we need to explain the cquiv 8pQ cant pmtcctivma of 

fig8 1 1 - In S d O n  2.1.4, COVct dDtEWtICC should be discussed, i n C l U d i q  

liner, E ~rrecwsary, in areaw~subs idcnm.  .b+imM h I - 
* ./ ~ 4 1  I 

Pag~ 17 - Jast ~eatcnct of S e c t h  2.42 is too indafinite about air permitting for 
hazardous air pollutants (€?A€!+, Bithex tbe Ilccd for permi 
down or the means to W l i s & ~ # t h  need shoad be 
prim to closure or by collecting operating information once the cover IS placed 

should be p h e d  
throu~h sampling 

10. Page 22 - The last sentenccof-tliqfkst$aragraph of Section 2.53 should be made 
more spdic 88 to how fhe e%'* 
incomplete. It is not only that the 
XX % of the wurce water fir leachate generation will be eliminated (W%?, 
99%?, 99.9%?). 

for Po39 in ground water will bo 
poiat will be coverui, but that 

11. 

12. 

mco o f  &listing the Fo39 contained Y Pago 22 - Per comment 4 above, tbe 
in ground water must be succinctly an completedy pmted. Either here or in 
Section 1.3, the llse of the Cl3RCLA deli- process Insbad of the "CDPHEi 
conservative screen" for delisting should be explained and the si@cancc of a 
delisting iu terms of the need for either treatment or remediadm 111 general 
carefully laid out 

* 

31. - First S C ~ ~ O -  Of S&MMB.I: sw COmmGnt 5, 

13- P a p  34 - In Section 3.3.2, for the contaminants that exceed PR&, we should 
pomt out rheir average and.U~L9ssymamtmtions, the extent of excetdances by 
msxirrmm values, and, in the case$fr2&m-2Z6, a comparison with the upper 
Wt of background. 

14. Pago 34 - A wral questkon on $$+iwe,prescnt ow downgradicat pund  water 
strategy - Akough we h&d&,&at the point of compliance will be established 
in the CAD/Rop, should T ~ U  not' &chss where in the ground water system we 

If' 

2 I -  



already see fuUARGRs compBance so that a point of compliance can be 
established for the no d o n  scenario. xf thh point is just downgradient of the 
East LanXill Pond dam, it would help CDPHE get comfortable with no action, 

15. Page 36 - The proposal for "containment of the OW 6 JHSSs as part of lanall 
closure" should be tightened up to refertnce ody 166.1 and state what type of 
containment ia intended. 

16, Page 37 - 'he blanks in Table 3 for Carbon Tetrachlorick (downgradient), 
Carfnmata as CaCQ (vicinity of pond), e&. should be explaimd in a footnote. 

17. Page 38 - In last son ten^, aragraph 2 of Section 4. Conclusion, the same 
comment as merit 10 &we appiies. 

18. Page 38 - In the last pa;ragt h, the statement that no d o n  is be' taken on 
downgradient ground water afs incomct in that an action is Wig 3 en to contain 
the fiwpcted source ofthe pi- contaminant that causes a slightly elevated 
nonadIIo@c W - ~~IeniUm. 

Copim of the text, figum and tablea on which I have cammearts are attached. I will plan to 
moet with you and EQ&G to roview the and these CommCILfs on Monday, April 24 
at9am. 

Paul Pigeon, R 
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